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R P . TWo passages were writter, one on the topic of graphs
and one on . the topic of sonnets. Sixteen versions of each passage \
were constricted. Each version contained identical content but :

 different textual manipulations. One hundred twelve ccmmunity college
students and 48 Cornell students participated in the experiment. Each
read a single .version of beth passages, recorded.time to read, wrote
free re®alls of both versioms, and then answered a series of probe
questions. The comfiunity college "subjects recalled less of the '

- passages; recalled”onli isolated pieces of information; and produced
recalls which were'greatly affected by the presence or absence of
explicitly stated logical and relative relatioms. The Cornell
subjects recalled the pasisages more completely; tended to recall more
whole propositions or inter-propositional units; -and produced recalls ,
that were not affected by the textual manipulations. It wds concluded ~
that logical and relative relations between propesitions are part of
memory for text, and that the Cornell subjects reflect & pdpdlatibn‘
of truly-fluent readers while the community college subjects reflect
a population of non-so-fluent-readers. (Author) o
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. ) ThlS research was deslgned to probe the structure of

-, ' -

} ’ *memory for text. Specifically, it was deSLgned to answer

the follbWLng questhns- 1) What'information in the text
Ve [ Y . \ ’

—*A\j‘*'*‘ e ‘Cb‘ﬂ—s—l—g‘tpnt‘]:‘y be*comeﬁ“pare—ﬁf“ Ehe—l’;&adew MMPKL -

q

EEIEE sentatlons of the text? 2) How does the content and the

_structure of memory dlffer from that of the text° .3) What'

. ‘ are the units of meanxng used durlng the. process of ‘Gom- : e

prehehsiohf 4) When "do the dlfferences between text and re-

call-occur? 5) Is thore a SpelelC way to encode Lnforma-"

. ,_'f? tion in text so as to produce optlmal recall? o o
) e
In order to’ answer these questlons, one must be able to
¢ . '

kprobe the changes in subJects' memorles. Since the struc-l

,.9

a

v ture of memory cannot be - measured directly, however, the

.

underlylng semantic structure of the text was - compared to

! L that of the subjects' recalls. It lS assumed, in doing this,\
, , - 4 )
that the text is thé overt expreSsLOn of part of the wrlter's

V memory and that the recalls are the overt eXpressxon of part

of the readers' memories. It lS also .assumed that the struc-

o tures of thé readers? memorlal representatlons are related

1

-dlrectly to the structure o?vthe text. ~Thus changes in the

-

structure,of ‘the text should produce predxctable dlfferences
in recalls. L " o L
Much of the research lnto memory for text has been based,
X’ » .

at least lmpllcltly, on these two assumptlons. 'klntschéand
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. . o 'hls collegues (Kintsch: and Monk 1972 Klntsch and heenan,»,
.. 3

T 1973, and Kintsch, Kozminsky, aterky, Mchoon, and Keenah,

1975), for lnstance, Have concluded that propOSLtlon,'

\
ture exists ln memory which" is comparable to the c

~

propos1tlonal structure which underlles text. Fr derikesn \ ‘

.(1972 1975a, 1975b) also conceives of memory as proposi-1f4—**
tlonally based. He reached thls,concluSLOn by haVLng subjects

read or listern to text and then recall 1t. e found that

'the llnguLstic structures-of the text were .ecalled with re-
?? f' s markable accuracy. Thus he concluded tha proposltlons are
. : _ onefaspect of memory structure._ corothers (1972), Meyer
(l574), and ClemEnts (1576) all conceive of memory as hier-

archlcally ordered in ways comparable/to the ordering of clau-

X L ses in the text.a ThUs much of the prévxous research afflrms

| the relatlonshlp between thedstructure of memory and that of
tex{t . . _,.f n '

. /o | ' slnce it is assumed that dlfferences in text will pro-

duce dlfferences in. recalls, it was declded to write several o

5

versxons of a paragraph. fach version was to c0ntain the
L4

14

‘ same content: and a different set of structural var1able§.

-
.

..f ~ These variables were
1. Whether or not thgglogical andlcausal relations are made
~ . explicit in"the text (¥tL). This manipulation'appears in two
different waysyin the text. & ° - o

) p L . :
4+L-- VIf a single distribution %s represented, bargraphs are

best.

&

-L--,“Suppose a single d1str1but10n is represented Bargraphs




i) ‘ ' | .
.2. Whether or not the relative relatlons are made expllclt
&5 jf"f

ln the text (-R) This manlpulatlon appears in the text as -

-

are best." 'd . ," - ' e

the presence or absence of camparatlves and superlatlves.
R-- "Bargraphs are best," Thls is +R because the use of the

"superlatxve implies that other types of graph are also vood

and»that bargraphs have mbre goodness than the: others.
3 . .

- -R-- "Bargraphs are good." This is -R because no other graph

 types ‘are implies.

¢ 3, Whether the.main idea appears“at’thehGEgihning‘(MIB) or :

the end (ML&) of the paragraph. The only dlfferenCP between

these two conditions in expressed in the text as a dlfference

.

in tense. \ ‘ o s ,‘u .
4, whether a serles.of clauses fram the middle of' the para-
graph is ordered SO - that the logical relation cons1dered by

N 1 ,

the experlmenter to be the most lmportant to the understan-
dlng of the passage is expressed (MRI) qr not (MRN) in the

text. This manlpulatlon is expressed in the text as a SiMm-
ple change in order of: the clauses. ’

MRE=-~ "If two Or more. d1str1but10ns are compared, the llne

graph is better since the superlmposxng of bargraphs can re-'

' sult in their lines coniciding causing the picture to be con-

fuslng.
. MRN-~ "If two or more d1str1but10ns are compared, the super~

1mpoSLng of bargraphs can result in their llnes c0n1c1d1ng

: causinglthe picture to be confusing; thus line gpraphs are

better. "
W

~ . .4




 the MIE and MRN versions they are not.
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| The first two manlpulated varlables represent tha con-

:-nectodness between.propOSLtLon“ and were - lsolated by employ-~-

ing,a'systeA“of textual analy515 developed by Frederlksen‘

(1975c) In thls system, proposLtLOﬂal structure (content)
is separated from inter=- proposxtlonal structure (connected-

ness)- as. ;s shoﬂn in Flgure 1.

A . T _,,,,"rﬁr,rrféﬂkA;'
S Flgure 1 '
- -  3emdntic 3tructure of Text
S v sena.tic n&tworK a logjcal network
'hev nt o i : '_ states
ﬂresultive‘hproceseive stative | logifal _causal reiative

props props props system system system,

[ a

The Last two variables rnpresent a llngulstlc phenomenon )

called "staolno" by Grimes (1976). ataglno is the act of
order1ng llngulstlc units so fhat those in focus appear at
the beglnnlng of the utterance. Fhus in the M1S3 and MR& ver-
sxons, the manxpulated proposxtlons are in fodus while 1n

In order to . anorporate .all the posgsible combxnations R

of the four pairs of manipulated varia les into a smngle ex-

perlment, a sxxteen-celled desxgn wa' developed.‘ (SeevTable‘

\ -
1. ) Slxteen versions of the text ere written,. each version“

¢

correspondlng to a cell in the d sxgn. Each versxon‘was

‘identified. by a letter (A-P) ich correspondsvto the_letters

in,the design.: Thus the te tual manlpulatlons for each

R

version can be Adentifi Ln Table 1.

.
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“COmmunlty College, Auburn, New York, and the remalnlng 48

’ were students at Cornell UanerSlty.

'Materials'ia . oL T - R . " oo !r
. about the statxstical use of graphs, and the other was about
"the varlous types of s0nnets. The tOplCS were gelected as

'rolled in communmty colleges. The two paragraphs were de-~

the same number of words (115 or 116 dependxng upon the ver- -

-sion), similar loglcal and relatlve relatlons, smlear topi~

L \
. - Table 1
o v Zxperimental Design

T

“ staging = . connectedness
. ~ — <L . & +*L .
4, =R . R . &R +R

MIB A B

S : . C D
+ © MRE , L : T
. MIE £ . F - G "H -
: MIB 1A J K L g
“MARN . . - L L
MIE . . . M SN 0 . P
| METHOD S
A . o 4 ‘. R )
Sub]ects T L i : o T A

One hundred sxxty SubJects, ten randomly asslgned to -
each cell of the deslgn, all 'of whom were enrolled in freshu

man or sophomore.college courses, partlclpated in the erper}n

ment. Of these, 112 wereé enrolled in summer school at Auburn

-

LI ¢

oy ' ’w . N

Two paragraphs of widely different%éontent werelmanlpu-iﬂﬂ,

lated in each of the 16 Ways described. One’paragraph was"'

4

belng approprlate for the target populatlon, students en-

\

sxgned to be as simllar as posslble ln structure. Both had

p .
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ds8termine the rq@son'for this, a brief questlonalre was de=- S

-~

for the paragraph on graphs and 69 for the paragraph on son~'
~knets,) However, the semantlc network of ‘each was dlﬁferent

because of the qlfference in content

~e§ theewerSlendeﬁeﬂheemanlpulatedearagraph,eth,;uunuxhnuun:

\the free recall " The fourth paoevcontalned dlrectzons for

.answering the probe questlons loggted on pages. five throuoh

' less of the passage or -version read

‘superxor to those for the passage on sonnets. Inuorder to,

. | P . . o ' . . B o a -,
AN ! l ) ~ Q - e - a

+ o -
i o
S . 3

4

Since . the manlpulated paragraphs were short, each was ?

placed between two paragraphs of . related contenta Reaardless

BN

and concludlng paraoraphs remalned unchanged - These para- ' .wlﬂ
graphs were controlled for length only. The introductory ' .
paragraph for both passagea contalned 73 words, and the con—.":'
cludlng paragraph contalned 87 words, The coucludang para- T .

graph was deslgned to prevent rote recall of the manipulated

N k]

paraoraph S " - '-y

4
e

The materlals used were deSLgned for group admxnxsura-
®ion, The fzrst page of the booklet contalned the general
d1rections whlch were read aloud by the. experlmenter. The
secong page contalned the passage to be read, The thlrd page

contained directions to be read sllently and Space to wrlte
0

ten. Tﬂhs all the subjects could work on thelr own regard— .

It was noted, when scoring the recalls of the 112 comn“

e -

munlty[college subJects (héreafter referred to as .the ACC

subgects), that the recalls for the passage on graphs were

"

‘

. “ . Lt
S . . . 0 . .
L f
' . ’ q . .
v “ . } - e »
. . . .
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o veloped. The quesE{ons delt W1th famlli rlty,é%th.xhe‘tOpic;
! . " : ‘ N N . 4 o ‘A "

and ease of comprehension, : f:,lq;'

(] S ’ N : . | "

" -
' . . . P . t 14 o

N Proéedure, . A - S

Each subject read the same version (A-P) of the passage
i 'n .

e : ' on graphs and the passage on sonnets. fhe two passages were

- — presented—en randomorder so as to orevent a pract:l.ce effect

.

from confoundcng the results of only one passage.

-

Kil the subJects wete d1rected to read the passage in

- theik: %klets ane in the same way that they normally read’
. ' e ;
‘, material for a course., They were also told-to be prepared

' to be examined on the content of the passage. The type of
examlnatlon ;as left amblguous so as’ "not to prov1de he sub-
jects with a‘set before reading.‘ The subjects were al 9 dl-l .
rected to record e{apsed tlne to read on the page followlng

th& passage. Tlme, in five se%ond 1ntervals, was wrltten éﬁ

- ﬂv ‘,ﬂ
the board. As soon as a subject flnlshed readlng the pas-?

)
a\.‘

' sage, he turned the page and wrote down the number curredtly

. .
. ’
q

on the board.—, o g - K;

o ” The subjects were allowed 35 minutes to read, write -the
R AR} :

fres. recalL, and ansWer the probe questions for oach of the,

two" passages. Most subJects fY¥nished each. passage in from

15 to 20 mlnutes. One subject needed more than the tlme al-

s

lotted. He was permitted to work at his. own speed. e

\\ a

- After #eadlng and* recalllng both passages, the 48 Cor-

o nell subJects answered the questionaire. The ACC. subjects

- .
\ sis not receive the questlonaire because it hah not yet been

"

developed.




" Scorlgg Procedure .43' B oo .“% ‘ e B e
s The free and probed recalls for both passaoes weﬁe,ana-

3f» szeo using Frede:xksen's system. 10 do thlS, every ltem

oo " in the recalls was compared to every ltem Ln the structure
N ) .

of the text. rhere,were 435 such ftems in.the passage on

o~ | ,I'graphs ‘and 487 in the passage on sonnets.. Thig process: yiel-

T % ded a serles of’OTs frecait different*from~the4tex%}*aﬂé¢¥

(recall equlvalent to the rext). .These numbers Wgre totale-

o

tlon in the same mahlpulatlon (mln)

o f The‘recalls were scored Ry . two lndeperdent scprers., In
every case,oone scorer scored the passage on Qraphs and the . -.i
S - other the~6assage on sonriets, They'then switched passages

and checked the scorlng of the other. Interscorerwreliabll- ,

£ ity was .89 when lnltlal sc011nc was compared and .99 vhen
. .. ,errors were ellmlnated from the. data..' ‘ “
! . fA . . ) ) ) ’ .'
‘ ! . S - ;’ R f.", i ‘ . '
4 \ v e : ' "RESULTS ™ | JLoL .

e . The recalls of the subjeCts were analyzed fOr.signifiCant
" . o 4

dlfferences usxng a factorlal analysxs of varlance procedure.

Before this was done, however, a t-test of the dhfference be-

tween the two groups of SubJectS was performed. Thls shpwed
AN .

“that the recalls of the Cornell subJects were conslstently

. 4

]




more ccmplete than those of the ACp subjects (pé;Oﬁl).' quse |

. o results are reported in Table 2.
, S - o - _ '
- ‘ o 4 'f‘able A g ' ; ‘ ’&
- o Population Differences - '
) 4‘. s .‘ . ’..\
dependent : means ’ S Tt
) ‘ - varilables ACC subjects Cornell suhlects _
) -Time - 112,57 - 117,35 . =85
e s .- 4816 . 095,25 % v =12,05%
7 : / Log . o 3036 B - 100“23 * ) "11.467‘{ . - B
7 el - T 6.73 .. - 1539 . -B.7Y% T
ML ° 29,06, v 39,82 =4, 606% ' ) | -
' Maj _ .62 v 1.15 D, 53%, -7 d
Min .46 1.31  _/ ~/,80%
*5<;001 _ e ‘ '

’ . I's
3ecause the Cornell subJects' récalls were always more com-l ;
plete, it was decided to treat the subgects as representlng 7, %

" two different populatlons. Thus all the subsequent ‘analyses "' '

. | wére preformed’twice, ohce for each population. .

The prlmary result of tne analysis of variance proce- ' S
>

dure was a further d1fference in recall patterns for. ‘the two
g,roup of subjects. Not only d:.d the‘ Cornel,l subjects recall
mqre of the passage, they also produced recalls vhleh were'
unaffected by‘the“textual manlpulatlons.' The ACC subjects, -
on' the other hand, wrote. briefer recalls which were signlfi—
. cantly more complete when’ the logical and relatlve relatlons \
‘were expllcltly stated in the text. rhe staglng manipula~.
tions did not affect their recalls, however. These res%lts
N . are summarlzed in Table 3. ' - ‘; ' -
ThlS table shows the effect Of the textual manlpulatldns
upon recall for the semantic netWork (which was the same in
“ . | 1 10




" Table 3
Recéll of the bemantlc detwork ‘

v
-

, o ‘ACC subjects
. textual “meafns -’
y—// N manlpulatlons Level 1 Level 2% o '
R L . - 40,79 51.58 7 o7 7 13***-.
IR : 41,83 50,43 . &4, 67%%u_.
MIB/MIT 44,48 147,84 ZO
MRS /MRN 47,983 44,34 )
‘ Cornell subjects.
textual - _meahs '
manlpulations lLevie 1 tLevel 2
EL 94,24 96,26
R © . 96.65 93,85
‘MLB/MIZ .95.86 Y4, 64 _ ' .
MRZ /MRN 89,96 100.54 . 2 09
.\_}.p{ 1 . B . - T
dlff\p <.OZ " : .
* In avery case, "Level 1" refers to the first in the palr of
textual manipulations; (+L, +R, MIB, MRE) and. "1eve1 2% to the
-seddnd (L, -R, Mlb, MRN),

R4

.

"all versions). Thus the community college subjects recelled

L4 T . i

1es of the content when the logical and relative relations

were not explLCLtlj stated in the text. This effect was
stronger for the %L manlpulatlon than for the *R. On the
other "hand, these manipulations made no dlfference to the Cor-
» nell subjects. Their recall for the content remained the
' same regardless of the structural dlfferences.
“© Other results were also produced by the analyals

iarce procedure. For both groups of Subjects, recall

6the passage on oraphs vias super;or to recall for the passage
on sonnet (bee Table 4 1t was.assumed'that this dif-
ference was the result of the subjects'.greater famillarlty

: with the t0pic of graphs. Thirty-six of the HB Cornell sub-

‘jects indicated more experlence with the toplc of graphs




2

A : v

' . S s ' o
prior to reading the passaves.. Only seyven 1nd1cated more -ei~

perlence with sonnets. \o other questlon on the questlonalre

differentiated between the two passages-to this extent.

. .
- .

I ~ e Table 4 ’ '

o * ©  Differences in Passages S
. ) /" ¢
subjects. total recall score” - _ . F
- . . ‘'sraphs. _ sonnets . : -
T ACGC - 58485 . 4356 5, 34,30 .
Cornell . 144,24 . - 97,44 - 22,27% - -
*p<.001- : ' R . : . !

. . - 3 . . )
- f - . »

For both groups of subJects, probed recalls were morf

complete than free recalls. (3ee Table 5, ) This is not Suge

y
R . cet . . P

5 . il J ' ’ ) B . .

. T Tablé 5 | AP '
IR Differences in | 1ls % : . .
B '~‘ h‘”,ap.. ' e ' . e A
“subjects - total .recall score - . ol .
- graphs sonnets . : .
ACC . . 32.41 ~80.08 T3 -
, v _Cormnell 76,79 - . 164.99 * 149,19% o
*p<.001- R . : -

pr1s1ng since ‘the probe questlons were dcsxgned to access

N

parts of memory not accussed during free recall ' Further,d

o

‘when the questxons themselves were used as part of a- correct

. P -

answer, the questlons were scored as part of the recall

structure. ‘Thus parts of the total recall were given to the

. subjects in the probed‘recall condition. .

As noted,xn Table 3, the staging manlpulatlons (M138/
- . . ) -
MI and MRi/MRN)'tended not to produce significant differ-

ences in the recalls of either group of subjects. This re

. '

sult ﬁs easily explalned for the Mlu/ils manlpulatlon. Re-

. . . - v

iy o120 .

b
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- 2 )
'plac° in the underlylng hlerarchy. Thus thlS was ‘not actually

hunderlylng hlerarchlcel structure as well as. surface order.a*ff
" The MR /MRN manlpulatlo d%d produce a dlfference in stagxng,;

'~,“yet it Stlll made- little dlfference to the recalls.‘ alqce

'adquency count for each 1tem was performed From thls, ;nfor-
matlon about the relgﬁlve freqtency of recall for varlous

~p1eces of lnformatlon was Lndlcated. Agaln, the prlmary fln-

‘pos1tlons or inter- proposxtlonal unlts. The Cornell subJects

,tended to recall whole proposxtlons and 1nter-propos1tlonal

recall type T ACC subJects . Cornell subjects

| "~ no. A no, % -
graphs,free , 10 14,08 - 43 60,56
graphs,probed 9 12,68 - 29 - ® 40,85
sonnets,free 16 23,19 33 47.83
sonnets,probed- =~ 13 18,84 . 18 26,09

gardless of surface order, the.maln lcea OCCLpLed the same ’fa;

a stag:.no manlpulatlon s1nce staglng lnvolves a dlfferénce r@ "
B,

%‘\é Al

M
aherd

it only affected recall for one sentence, “this’ l$ not surpr%-

Slng. o ' ‘ < - .". o " ' ’ ',"fcf.:_ L

. +
(X5

After the analysxs of variance was completed, a fre- ,:

- s
\ B v’}?},'

d:Lno lnalcated further dlfferences between the two groups of _

subJects. The ACC SUbJeCtS ténded to. recall isolated con-

A .

cepts or trlples rather than hLOher-order unlts srch as pPro=-
Y .

o~

unlts rather than lsolated concepts or trlples.- These re- j,fl
sults are summarlzed in Tables 8 and 9, |
Table 3

, ) Vumber and Percent
of PrOpos1tLons Recalled as _ntltles

o




~

- ) ° . - Lo a X . . } .
3 o S T I oo . .
' - S o - . Sumber andafercent v .

o : . of Isolated. Concepts Rocalled Wlth Greater Frequency ~f¢

#h T . ' . - -
E . .

recall type~~ ACC subJects Cornell subgects.l

. o ke pmo, no. e o
. : graphs free S 2T 95.45 e 7' . 31,82 -

o~ ., 7 _sraphs,probed ' .8 36,36 . &  18.18- -
e, * . ,‘sonnets,free, .- - S 18 56,425 - ¥3 . 40,63 0
T . sonnets,probed‘ T g, 23 71.38 o6 18.75'

N ., E i 0 N - - T i
. .

AN

'“* As Table '8 shows, the Cornell subJects cons1stently recalled

Lt ' o mpre complete proposxtlons ‘than dld the ACC subJects regard~
RO _ -

-

less of the passage or recall type. lable 9 shows that the

- B : - e ‘ -
g - ‘
# “-ACC subgects conslstently recalled more 1solated concepts

than the Cornell subJects regardless of passaoe or recall

~

tYPe. ' “, S . | : .

‘s L Coae ) ’ \

;_ .Other results of the frequency count lndlcated that'

L 1) The ‘first sentence of the maln ;geafwas recalled more frew

i . . "~y -
L quently than all other parts bf the text, . 2)‘lhe second sen-

. e tence of-the ‘main idea was recalled much less frequently.
Furtber, detalls Whlch supported this sentence, those that
lndlcated the relatlve beneflts of the varlous graph and son-

net types, were recalled only occaslonally. 3) The pOSltlon

- of clauses in the. underly:.n° hlerarchy is dlrectly related to -

the frequency of recall for the’ ‘clauses as long as’. the propo-

L

".Sltlons underlylng the clauses are loolcally related - 4) Re~

/

call for the relatlve system was. mlnlmal Thhs could easllx_____;;
be due to the fact that only half the" subJects recelved vern
. - " sions in which the relatlve‘relatmons-were stated. {3) Recall

for attributes, operators.on relations, and GOAL pr0positions,g

, N
e S - ]
\ . : .

Q ‘ ‘ . . . . X ~ﬂ.‘,‘ . “ . {
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subSequent'§FEf§~%7‘

i

‘those whosa sole functlon is to lndlcate that
o _ 'posltloms are goals rather than ‘actual events or statesa was

- 'mlnmmal All of these'types of lnformatlon tend”te be ige
-ﬁ“ wL « e « 4

'"refore, they are&hot as cruclal
Y

c‘t 1_ '
.

@

hored when . people sklm

'

- to! an understandlhg of the passave«as a;\ oﬁhen types of in=

. ‘

: : formatlon;

o B T
R o : o Discussion -

Semantlc memory is- knowledge. It is that aspect or me-

- . mory - Whlch is lrrevocably comblned thh language.' Thus the "
L Adev1ces used to descrlbe languaga are equally approprlateﬂ
- ffor descrlblng Semantlc menorx '.~A..é y ‘%,

From the results, lt was concluded that the lDOLcal net- ,

- i work as defined by lrederlksen (1975c) is an lntregal part of _f-
semantlc memory.l Lhe lO°lcal network is comprlsed of two sys-_

tems: the loclcal systen (lnclhdlgg causallty) and . the rela-

"
b

o tive system. Since the recalls of thfa 112 community college

.
)

o k'subjects‘were $1gn1f1cantly more conplete/when these two - SYS=

; v tems_Werl expllcltly~stated in. the ‘text, and(glnoe the mani-

\

of these two systems caused dlfferences lﬁ the re-

1 ;
v

content, ltwseems reasonable;to conclude that.the >

'... cal ‘for

” hwullOglcal notwork has psychologlcal reality and, tnerefore, ‘is’

. i 'part af thc structure of semantic memory.

A ~
- )

T erdeace for staglng as an aspect ‘of semantic memory is
“open to question, - Grlmes (1976) makes a persuasmve argument

for staglng as an aspect of the somantlc structure’ of connec‘

L ted dlscoulse. As such it should also be a part of seman- ,

N ' 4

- 7 tlc memory. However, the emplrlcal ev1dence in lnCOU%CUSlVGo

s
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Uwere expllcltly stated and when the relatlve relatlons were -

The two. sta°Lng manlpulatlons had very llttle effect on the

’

amount of lnformatlon recalled, For thls reason, lt is. con-. .

B
" . . ek

'cluded that, although stao:.no is part of lan uage, it may

,not be part of the structure of semantlc mpnory.b Instead ,,ﬁ;
it whould be consxdered as an operatlon Whlch is performed

during the prOcess of creatlng text frgp.memory.

Ihe.prlmary dlfferences ‘noted. in the results sectlon is

that the patterns of recall dlffered dopendlng upon the po:y

> 4

pulatiOn descrlbed.‘ The éommunity college subJects.produced'

'

recalls whlch were. more llkely to be affetted by the textual 1 5

e -\"

manlpulatxons. For these subJects, when tpe loglcal relatxons R

1mpl;ed reéalls for‘the content were more complete.; Recalls,

regardless of the manlpulatlons, tended to be brief and to
¢
contaln Lsolated concepts rather than propos1t10ns or Lnter-

'~propos1tlonal unlts., The CorﬁellbsubJects produced recalls

wh;ch were uhaffected by the textual manlpulatlons and were
\

more likely to contaln proposltlons or Lnter-proposltlonal

- o - e *
units. . e O .

Several explanatLOns for the dlfferences in the recall

* L

patterns "of the two- pOpulatlons exxst.

A .

. 1. The Cornell subggcts represent a populatlon of truly-flu-

ent readers. LA truly-fernt reader lS ‘one who can comprehend

~

even poorly written text because hie is capable of lnferrlng

~the missing structural lnformatlon. Thas the truly-fluent

-reader must possess superior knowledoe about sentence &nd
discourse structure, at least at an 1ntu1txve level, and must

~ . A ' < &
be able to tap this at need. The ACC subjects, on the other

16
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- } - S . u i . ) S

hand, represent a population~of not-so-f luent readers; A not- ...
' s0=- fluent reador is one who 1is not as likely to plck up the
vminimal structural cues . in the tekt and/or is . not as llkely

to lnfer the mlSSlng structural lnformatlon form these cues;

Thls,type of reader may easily - have a less complete knowledge '

of sentence and dLscourse structure,

R %q;,j,' Ihe Cornell $ubJeCtS could be capable oﬁ detect;ng,strub-

L tural cues and- lnferrlng missing structural lnformatLOn be-

Coe cause ‘they have»read more than the Acc: subJects and thds have

4 . . o PR e. ﬂ V
had more practlce ln lnferrlng mxssxng lﬂformatlon.. %

°

facility; In other words, the Cornell subJects tend to re-

ceive thher scores on standardlzed Lntelllgence tests,

o

R Unfortionately, it is not pOSSlble to dlfferentlate be-

Ay

—_—

tween these éxplanatlons at thls ‘time. 'Auburn Community Cols

leze keeps no test records fof\students attending” summer
'courses. Thus no . outslde data can conflrm the valldlty of

one or all of these explanatlons.

- Zn IS T

N

~Research of th1s type has appllcatLOns for the measur-
ment of readlng. It can lead to advances in both readablllty'
< ’ formulae and writing itemspfor'comprehension. Tradttional
readablllty formulae'would predict that7the -vaersions, be-
cause they, contalned shorter sentences, would ‘be- edsier to
read than the +L° versxons.\ The results of this experiment

o

indlcate that the opposxte ‘result occurred If one believes

-

that readablllty should reflect comprehensxblllty, then some




index of the necessary logical relations should.be included

;in.the formdlaeftb Offsettsome-dﬁ.the strength of the sentenceéiv:.
'iencth crlterloh.'k 2 h:“ e o - éi - |

| Bornuth (1970) pOLntea out several flaws ¥n the cOnatruc;
tion of tradltl.onal test 1tems. He believes that test 1t~ems‘
are only arrived at by intultlon. 'To solve this,“he prquse@fhﬁ
IR ccnstruct;ngeltems by employlng transformatlons of parts of

the text. blnce people remember semantlc rather than syntac-f

3 -tic 1nfornat10n (Sachs, 1967), questlons "based upon semantlc .

a
-

: :structure would be more approprlate. - The system of textual

_ %&;: 'analys1s used in this research (Frederlksen, 1975c§ descr.bes

ry

é.the complete semantic: strucLure of a passage. Thus quesﬂvOns ' 3

based upon it should be able. to fulﬁlll all of bormuth's’ e-f

qu1rements whrie“belng based on, meanlng. » '," : ) ‘./
. » N Research of the . type descrlbed fn this paper is just be-.

glnnlng to pnoduCe results‘ It is the hop° of all that con-. f

tinued research in the area will. contrlbute to the deve10p1ng
chture of | the processes Whlch occur as people read and remem-

‘e

bet text. Readlng is a hlghly ‘complex’ behav10r. Any 1n51ghts

-

A B 1nto thig behavlor can only be helpful to thOSe interested in

. teaching readlng. . Thus this type of research can make con-

1

tributions tq,both‘basic and applied research. As such, it

, . . . . . ‘
3 : -

is highly valuable, SV _ S
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